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Information Analysis Products

Four types of developmental education programs have

been designed to help students overcome or compensate for: (1)
deficiencies in grades or subjects required for admission to a senior
institution or to colleges and transfer programs (Pre-Traunsfer); (2)

deficiencies in readlnq,
and other personality traits (Remedial); (3)

motivation,

study habits,

speech, arithmetic,
deficiencies

writing,

in literacy and in basic skill subjects necessary for a high school

diploma (Adult Basic Education--ABE);

and (4) physical or merntal

handicaps that impose limitations on the furnctioning of students

academically or socially (Handicapped).

The four types of programs

support - the trad.tiomnal community college role in preparing the
academically, economically, socially, or physically disadvantaged for

entering the mainstream of American life.

inteJrating the various developmental
Pre-Transfer is rost closely allied with the regular

Programse.

The present trend is toward
programs with the regular

program anc ABE least integrated. The Remedial Program tends to focus
on high school gradtuates or recent dropouts who are sligktly older
—than the regqular-students. The Handicapped Program includes three
principal classifications of students: the blind or visually '

‘handicapped,
(Author/MB)

the deaf or hearing impaired,

and the mobility-impaired.
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FOUR PHASES OF DEVELOPMENTA. EDUCATION

Developmental education is a major segment ot the com-
munity college educational program, including curriculum and
student support services. Originally, Developmental education
focused on the acedenically disadvantaged students who for a
*variety of social, economic, and ethnic-interracial factors™
were unable to exercise “full-tfreedom of choice™ and par-
tcipate in tupward mobility' (Morrison and  Ferrante,
[1973:], p. 2¥. Today, Developmentai education incorporates a
broader segment of students who need help to “overcome any
deficiencies they may have in their preparation tor post-
secondary education’” (Cuyahoga Community College, 1975,
p. 5). This delinition is broad cnough (o include the cur-
riculum of every two-vear public college, for theie is none that
does not offer some Developmental education courses in
English, reading, speech, mathematics or arithmetic. as well as
special  counseling, tutoring and  assistance  in study
laboratorices.

Types of Programs
Although Developmental and Remedial are used inter-
changeably in both practice and the literature, Developmental
usually refers to a program of courses or to i group of
students. Remedial most often reters to individual tourses or
students. In this paper Developmental refers to four.prograeus
designed to help students osercome or compensate €27,
1. Deficiencies in grades or subjects required’ Jor admission
to a senior institution or to coll 'z s and transfer pro-
grams (Pre-Transfer);

2. Deficiencies in ready ., writing, speech, arithmetic.
stedy habits, metivation and other personality traits
{Remedial);

3. Deficierces in literacy and in basic skill subjects neces-

sary for a high school diploma (Adult Basic Education):

4. Physical or mental handicaps that impose limitations on
The funummng of students academically or socially
{Handicapped).

The trend is toward integrating the various Developmentai
programs with the regular programs. The degrec of integration
depends upe- “he nature of the students” deficiencies, the re-
quired facu qualifications. the learning system. funding
sources and other factors. Considerable overlapping occurs
between programs,

. The Pre-Transfer Program is the most closely allied with the
regular program. Students are high school graduates who tend
to be in the same age group as the trans’er students.” The non-
transfer courses - - English composition, elementary and inter-
mediate algebra, plane geometry. foreign languages, and
sciences — are college credit courses, an integral part of the
departmental offerings, taught by the regular faculty, and
funded i the same manner as the regular transfer courses.
This is the oldest Developmental progragw. dating back to the
origins of the junior college.

At the opposite extreme is the Adult Basic Educartion (ABE)
Program of courses in_reading, language, arithmetic, and
El{llc‘as a Second Language (ESL). These courses are of an
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clementary or high school level for illiterates or students who
wish to qualify for a hi:h school diploma lhrough the General
Educational Development (GED) tests.

A transplant from the udult high school, the ABE Frogram
is a recent addition to the community college curriculum, and
unlike the mixed reaction encountered by Remedial programs,
the ARF Program has aroused little unfavorable reaction.
probz.= “ecause as a separate, non-college program it does
not i, - on the college program. ABE students average
about ¢!+ uis of age and at end classes on a part-time basis,
usually 1n the late afternoon or evenings (Johnson, 1976; Wit-
ter, 1978). Most of the tnstructors are pari-timers, many with
special qualifications.

The Remedial Program. the most wig-/y-known of the four,
ranges from the elementary to the ¢cliegiate in curriculum con-
tent. Often it is organized as 1 separate entity with a special
name such as Project Search (Cuyahe_a Community College.
1975), People Center (Colston, 1976), Project 11 (Fishman and
Dugan. [1976!", -Upward Bound (Morrison and Ferrante.
1973a), PACE — Personalized Approach to College Educa-
tienn «Carter, 1976). The students are usually high schonl
egraduates or recent dropouts and are slightly older than the
regular students. They have higher educational qualifications
than the ABE students and lower scholastic aptitude than the
Pre-Transfer.

Criteria for admission to Remedial courses or programs vary
widely from compulsory placement to voluntary placement
with a number of persuasive strategies in between. In a study
of 137 midwestern colleges Ferrin (1971) found that siandard-
ized test scores were most critical in selecting students for
Remedial courses or programs. The Community College of
Philadelphia sirongly advised students scoring below the 20th
percentile in the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills reading
section to enter Project H (Fishman and Dugan, [1976]) while
Florida Junior College defined remedial students as persons
who scored below the 10th grade reading ievel on the Nelson-
Denny Reading Test (Cosby, 1974). For the People Center of
Staten Island Community College low seli-image and poor
performance expectations were the requirements (Colston,
1976).

Remedial programs that have special funding tend to be
segregated. These may be composed of one or two classes or a
group of classes for a large number of students, somenimes ex-
ceeding 500 (Colston. 1976). Many state, provide additional
tunding for operating expenses and for student aid. Practi-
tioners and researchers differ about the relative merits of inte-
gratéu and segregated programs, with little evidence to support
the greater effectiveness of the one over the other (Cuvahoga
Community College, 1975).

For a variety of reasons, Remedial ¢ducation has become
associated with education for minorities. Part of this percep-
tion results from the large emphasis in the literature on the
cthnicity of students and from the numerous putlic and foun-
dation grants for recruiting minoritv students and for learning
projects involving minorities. Also contributing to the stereo-



type is that “minonty students are more highly represented in
Isuch programs] than in the student body as a whole™ (Ferrin,
1971, p. 8) and that a higher proportion of minority students
are in programs (1 in §) than in courses (1 in 9). Both figures,
however, indicate that more white students than minority
students are enrolled in Remedial courses and programs.,

The Handicapped Program includes three principal classifi-
cations of students: the blind or visually impaired, the deat or
hearing impaired. and the mobility-impaired. Within this
group are many shades of impairment from those who can
function with very hittle assistapce to those who have *'no
uscable speech . . . no mobility . . . no writing capacity™ (Kate
and Flugman 1977}, and a wide range of scholastic aptitude
from the higuly gifted to the mentally retarded (Florida State
Department-of Education. 1977). The average age of handi-
capped sturdents is over 26 yvears, with a range of 18-56. Men
outnumbe women (Spencer and Others, 1977).

Except for the more seriously handicapped students, the
goal of the Handicapped Program is integration in all ac-
tivities. Success in this goal depends upon the availability ot
**special scrvices not offered 1o other students and/or intensi-
fied serices . . . for . . . successful functioning™ (Cuyahoga
Commynity College, 1975, p. 42). r.g.. ramps. elevators,
special parking, advanced registration, readers, writers, test
proctors. mobility orientation. tnodified physical education
activit es (Cuyahoga Community College, 1975: Ingalls, 1978:
Los Aageles City College. 1978).

Due 1o such special factors as militancy ot the handicapped
(Bennett. 1978). humanitarian appeal, awareness of college
personnel to the special necds of the handicapped. and state
and federal legislation. Handicapped programs are expanding
at a higher rate than the other programs. The militancy of the
handicapped has resulted in broader and morc prescriptive
legislation than the older rehabilitation acts. Section 504 of the
facderal 1973 Rehabilitation Act which states *'no otherwise
g ialified handicapped individual . . . shall . . . be excluied
irom participation in . . . any program or activily feceiving
federal financial assistance™ (Peirce. 1978, p. 5) is for the
handicapped a Bill of Rights *'to an education, to services. Lo
cquality on campuses. and to cmployment’™ (Katz and
Flugman, 1977, p. 19). In addition. Congress in¢reased appro-
priations for 1979-80 by S7 percent from $623 million to 3976
million (Neill. 1978).

The militancy of the handicapped and the interpretation of
Sction 504 of the Rehabilitation Act is leading to conflicts be-
tween the olleges and those handicapped students who wish
to enroll ir. programs for which the colleges believe they are
unqualified because of physical disabilities. A case involving
such a dispute between a deaf practical nurse who wants 1o
enroll in a registered nursing program.at Southeastern Com-
munity College {N.C.) has reached the Supreme Court on ap-
peal from a lower court ruling favoring the student. The case is
coasidered important enough for 27 states and the American
Council on Education to join Southeastern in the appeal. in
order to get answers to such questions as: ‘‘Docs Section 504
. . . require institutions to admit [handicapped] persons if
their disabilities make it impossible for them to "participate ef-
fectively in the educational program and the career t¢ which it
leads?” ** (‘*Washingion Notes . . ..”" 1978, p. 10); and **Does
Section 504 guarantee the handicapped’s ‘right to access to the
same racilities other people use. regardless of cost?” *” (Peirce,
1978, p.”5). A report of a workshop on ‘"Mainstreaming:
Competence and Performance™ obliquely touches on this issue
(Katz and Flugman, 1977).

v e

Enroliments

Because of the absence of distinct program parameters.
enrollment in the four Developmental programs is difficult to
e\en eslimatc Handicapped students. for} example, ma: be
EMC in any of Developmental proggdms as well as the
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rerular Transter, Occupational or Adult Education programs.
Sometimes a student may be enrollied or classified in two or
more of the programs. Further confusing the issue is the fact
that Adult and Adult Basic " ‘ucation enrollments are com-
bined in some states, while iransfer and remedial students
arc reported as college-credit cnrollments (Lombardi. 1978).

Somie figures do exist, however. In response to a 1977 ques-
tionnaire 25 colleges reported cnrollments of 1,795 full-time
and 2SS part-time handicapped students, and 18 of 25 stated
that enrollments of the disabled increased over the previous
vear. Other indications of enroilment (not exclusively com-
munity college) were the estimates ot 675 7 blind students
in over 100 campuses across the country ar.d h+ «» handicapped
students in training in New York colleges (¥~ # and Flugman.
1977).

As a result of the widespread interest in Remedial education.
data are morce plentiful than in the other Developmental pro-
grams. Rescarch and official state reports reveal that the
numbcr and proportion of students is large. In generai, it may
be conjectured that the statistics are on the conservative side,
dance few colleges, except when seeking grants, overstate the
aumber of students enrolled in Remnedial courses.

In a survey of 137 midwestern colleges in 11 states, Ferrin
(1971) reported that approximately 40,000 students (12 percent
of 333.000) were enrolled in some form of Remedial educa-
tion. Enroliments in the 16 college programs described in the
report ranged from 100 to 1.500. Six of the colleges enrolled
over 500 students. One college reporied that over 40 percent of
the students were enrolled in its Learning Skills Center;
another that 15 percent were enrolled in the Remedial Pro-
gram. Three years later, Morrison and Ferrante found all the
colleges surveyed (American Council on Education sample)
had *‘*spccial courses . . . and/or . . . special services for the
academically disadvantaged™ (1973b, p. 19) although <nly **60
percent indicated that . . . students [were] enrolled in
developmental, preparatory or remedial programs™ (1973b. p.
14).

Florida colleges enrolled 31,700 students in Compensatory
(Remedial) and 41.200 in Adult Elementary and Secondary
programs in 1975-76, about 14 percent ot the total enroliment
of more than haif a million (Florida State Department of
Education, 1977). In Fall 1976. Illinois colleges enrolled 36.000
or 12 percent of the total enrollment (326.000) in Remedial/
Developmental and 38.000 or slightly more than 12 percent in
General Studies. which includes ABE and other student cate-
gories (Illinois Con..nunity College Board. 1976). ABE enroll-
ment in lowa colleges in 1975-76 amounted to 3.600 ful’-time
cquivalent students (FTEE) or 8 percent of the total FTEE of
43,800 (lowa State Department of Public Instruction. [1976]).

To summarize enrollment in the four Developmental pro-
grams approximates 10 to 15 percent of the total college enroll-
ment. a percentage that is likely to decrease it colleges tighten
admission and academic standards and if they move away
from segregated programs. Enrollment in Developmental
courses approaches the 30 percent mark, and for large inner
city colleges. the percentage may reach S0.

Program Impact

Developmental courses will increase as more colieges add
courses 1n ABE and Handicapped programs. The potential en-
roliment in the Handicapped will be modest in contrast to that
of 'ne ABE enrollment. which. in ten vears. has grown.
dramatically in Florida. lllinois. lowa and other states.
Annually, about 400.000 (not all trained in the community col-
leges), take the G.E.D. tests, a tiny fraction of the estimated 62
million Americans who do not have a high school diploma
(Witter. 1978). To tap this large group. colleges are establish-
ing learning centers for preparation for the General Educa-
tional Development tests on campuses. in the traditional store-
fronts (Fishm.. . and Dugan. [1976]). and in workplaces where

4 | ,



management cooperates with the college (Witter, 1978).

Of the four Developmental programs reviewed in this paper.
the Pre-Transfer and the Handicapped are accepted as proper
responsibilities of the community college by the public and col-
lege personnel; the former because it is closely related to the
Transfer program and the latter because ot sympathy. human-
itarian impulses, compulsory aspects in Section 503 ot the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and generous tinancial support
from state and federal governments.

The effectiveness of these programs varies with the expecta-
tions for the various disabilities. A good deal depends upon
the experience in mainstreaming the handicapped in and out of
the collepe (Kats and Flugman, 1977; Bennett, 1978}, Strict in-
terpres ion P Section 504 may create situations in which very
severeiv handic “aped students will be given custodial, rather
than. educarione services.

W ~. * 0 ograms have ar~used little internal opposi-
tion. remew,... crograms have clicited considerable opposition.
Moore, tor examp, . notes that ““few teachers can, or want to,
teach [remedial students] at the college level, even fewer under-
stand him. manv reject him academically and socially™
(Aarons, 1975, p. 1). A newspaper reporter states. “‘Taxpayers
and legislators are beginning to objedi to paving college prices
for public institutions that provide large numbers of remedial
students with what is essentially high school education®” (Beck.
1978, p. t5). This disaffection is serious ¢nough to cause
Gleazer to express strong disagreement with those who pro-
pose turning back *‘responsibility for inadequately prepared
students ... to the elementarv and secondary schools™
(Aarons, 1978, p. 2). :

Also, indicative of the attitude toward Remedial education
v the movement for stricter admission standards, reintro-
duction of punitive grades, and enforcement of probation and
disqualification policies. These measures apply to all studenis,
but they bear most heavily on remedial students.

Inadequate knowledge on how to teach remedial students,
and iack of understanding of their learn-ag problems also feed
this negative attitude. Since college instructors have little train-
ing for teaching remedial students (Moore, 1976). some col-

leges are tryving to remedy this deficiency by inservice and statt
development programs (Colston, 1976 Morrison and Fer-
rante, 1973b).

Numerous experiments have been conducted on the eftec-
tiveness of Remedial education. Positive outcomes  are
reported for three-fourths of the midwestern college students
by Ferrin (1971). A lower dropout rate, a higher grade point
average and a higher percent of completed courses differen-
tiate students in the Pace Program at Community College of
the Finger Lakes from a control group (Carter, 1976). On the
negative side are Moore, Gordon and Wilkerson (in Ferrin,
1971), Jelfo (Cuyahoga Community College. 1975), and
Losack (in Aarons, 1975). Roueche and Mink (1975) acknr
ledge that some programs maintain high retention rates but
deplore the aceclerated attrition among remedial students who
enter the tresitional programs.

The four phases of Developmental education are in the
tradition of the community college. Each has as its aim pre-
paring the academically, economically, socially, or physically
disadvantaged for entering the mainstream of American lite
thraugh prepai ation tor further education or through prepara-
tion for work. Though there is considerabie disaffection with
various parts of thesc programs, there is every indication that
state and federal policy supports this role for the community
college. a support made evident in legislation and in the finan-
cial inducements given to the colleges. It is worthy of note that
the California Legislature gave a high priority to Remedial and
ABE Education when it distributed surplus funds to the col-
leges after Proposition 13. Other states, ¢.g.. Florida. Illinois,
New York. are also encouraging colleges to offer Develop-
mental programs.

Taken as a group, the four phases of Developmental educa-
tion constitute a large segment of the curriculum effort of the
colleges. The likelihood is that they will grow to 50 percent
within the next decade. Despite criticisms, they persist in keep-
ing aloft **a lamp beside the golden door™ for today's dis-
advantaged. .
John Lombardi

Staff Writer

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aarons, Howell. An Evaluation of an Individualized Interper-
sonal and Interdisciplinary Team Approach to Remediation at
Mohegan Community College. Unpublished paper. 1975.
99pp. ED 115 341 (Available in microfiche only).

Beck. Joan. ‘‘More Trouble Ahead For Colleges.”* St. Peters-
burg Independent, Part A. p. 15; lanuary 19, 1978.

Bennett, Lorraine. ‘‘Handicapped Seek Entry to Doctor
Ranks.'" Los Angeles Times, Part 1, p. 1; November 6, 1978.

Carter, Lurry G. Developmental Studies Project, Post-
Secondary Disadvantaged. Final Report. Canandaigua, N.Y.:
Community College of the Finger Lakes. 1976. 46pp. ED 13}
888.

éolston, James A. Minority Programs in Higher Education:
Alternatives to the Revoiving Door. Taper presented at the
S6th Annual Convention of the American Association of
Comm-unity and Junior Colleges, Washingion, D.C., March
17-19, 1976. 9pp. ED 125 711.

Cosby, Jon P. The Developmental Program — Is It Working?
Un, GC‘d paper, 1$74. 39pp. ED 101 799.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Cuyshoga Community College (Ohio). Conference Pro-
ceedings. Annual Ohio Developmental Education Conference
(2d Cleveland, October 6-7, 1974). Cleveland. Ohio. 1975.
94pp. =D 104 460.

Ferrin, Richard 1. Developmental Programs in Midwestern

"Community Colleges. Evanston, Hl.: College Entrance Ex-

amination Board, 1971. 53pp. ED 048 8:1f (Available in micro-
fiche only).

Fishman, Florence, and D .gan, Marjorie. Alrernative Pro-
grams and Services for t:e Non-Traditional Studen:. Un-
published paper, [1976]. 10pp. ED 129 380.

Florida State Department of Education. Report for Florida
Community Colleges, 1975-76. Tallahassee, Fla., 1977. 167pp.
ED 135 430.

Illinois Community College Board. Student Enrollment Data
and Trends in the Public Community Colleges of Hlinois: Fall
1975, Second Term FY 1976 and Fall 1976. Data and
Characteristics Volume IV, Number 1 [and] Volume V,
Number 2. Springfield, 1., 1976. 153pp. ED 135 423
{Avzilable in microfiche only).



Ingalls, Zoe, ‘‘ldecas on "Integrating’ the Handicapped.™ The
Chronicte of Higher Education. 17 (9): 15; October 30, 1978,

Iowa State Department of Public Instruction. Opportunities in
lowa's Area Schools, 1976-77. Des Moines, lowa, [1976].
1i9pp. ED 138 323.

Johnson, Bill (Ed.). Aduilr Busic Education Instructional
Materials Guide. Ankeny, towa: Des Moines Area Com-
munity College, 1976. 239pp. ED 131 896.

Katz, David, and Flugman, Bert. Community College Support
Service and Activity Program for the Disubled Student. New
York: City University of New York. Institute for Rescarch and
Development in Occupational Education, 1977. 129pp. ED
153 671

lL.ombardi, John. Community Education. Threat to College
Starus? Topical Paper Number 68. 1.os Angeles: ERIC Clear-
inghouse tor Junior Colieges, 1978. 45pp. ED 156 296.

Los Angeles City College (California). Caralog, Fall 1978. 1.os
Angeles, 1978,

Moore, William, Jr. Community College Response to tke
High-Risk Studeni: A Critical Reappraisal. *‘Horizons Issues'’
Monograoph Series. Washington, D.C.: American Association
of Community and Junior Colleges; and Los Angeles: ERIC
Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges. 1976. 60pp. ED 122 873.

Morrison, James L., and ¥errante, Reynolds. Compensutory
Education in Two-Year Colleges. Report No. 2!. University
Park: Pennsylvania State University, Center for the Study of
Higher Education, 1973a. 60pp. ED 078 818.

Morrison, James L., and Ferrante, Reynolds. The P. Jlic
Two- Year College and the Culturally Differeni. Washington,
D.C.: National Center for Educational Research and Develop-
ment, 1973h. 35pp. ED 073 765.

Morrison, James L., and Ferrante, Reynolds. Why rhe Dis-
advantaged Drop Out: The Administrators’ View. Unpub-
lished paper, [1973¢c]. 7pp. ED 071 665.

Neill, George. "Washington Report.”" Phi Delta Kappan, 60
(4): 268-269; December 1978.

Peirce, Neal. "Equal Access for the Handicapped — How a
Good ldea Became an Absurdity.”” Los Angeles Times. Part o,
p. 5: December 3, 1978.

Roueche, John ¥ . and Mink, Oscar GG. Toward Personhood
Development ir. ¢ Community College. Paper presented at
the Annual Con.cntion of the American Association of Com-
munity and Junior Colleges, Scattle, Wash., April 13-16, 1975,
20pp. ED 114 137.

Spencer, Sylvia S., and Others. Disabled Studenis Enrolled in
California Community Colleges 1974-1975. Resource Study.
Sacramento: California Community Colleges, Office of the
Chancellor; and Fresno: California Asociation of Post-
secondary Educators of the Disabled, 1977. 61pp. ED 156 283.

“*Washington Notes: Supreme Court Asked to Hear Handi-
capped Suit.”” The Chronicle of Higher Education. 17(12): 10;
November 20, 1978.

Witter. Evelyn. G E.D. Teachers Are a New Breed.” Phi
Delta Kappan, 60 (2): 110-111; October 1978.

These ERIC documents, unless otherwise indicated, are
available on microfiche (MF) or in paper copy ‘HC) from the
ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS), Computer
Microfilm International Corporation, P.O. Box 190, Arling-
ton, VA 22210. The MF price for documents under 480 pages
is $0.83. Prices for HC are: 1-25 pages, $1.67; 26-50, $2.06;
51-75, $3.50; 76-100, $4.67. For matecrials having more than
100 pages, add $1.34 for each 25-page increment (or fraction
thereut). Postage must be added to all orders. Abstracts of
these and other documents in the Junior College Collection are
available upon rcquest from the ERIC Clearinghouse for
Junior Colleges.

ERIC CLEARINGHOUSE FOR JUNIOR COLLEGES

!

Arthur M. Cohen. Principal Investigator and Director

The Clearinghouse operates under contract with the National Institute of Education of the U.S. Departmeni of Health, Education, and
Welfarc. The opinions expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of NIE and no ofticial endorsement by

NIE should be inferred.

The American Association of Community and Junior College’s assistance in distributing this publication is sratefully acknowledged.

University of California N
ERIC Clearinghouse for junior Colleges

96 Powell Library

Los Angeles. CA 90024

EE 36

oy
==

VRN

JUVIU LioLinuls

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

6



